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What are the key financing 
components of the 

unemployment insurance (UI) 
trust fund? 
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KEY UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE (UI)  
FINANCING COMPONENTS 

 
 
The unemployment insurance trust fund became insolvent in March 2003.  Following 
the receipt of the first quarter contributions, the trust fund temporarily became solvent 
in June.  In July, however, the trust fund returned to long-term insolvency.  The 
cumulative outstanding Title XII debt as of December 31, 2004 was $288,556,623.64.  
Additional Title XII advance were received during the months of January through 
April 2005 totaling $91,681,944.55.  These advances were repaid on June 29, 2005, 
thereby converting them to an interest free cash-flow advance pursuant to 20 CFR 
606.32. 
 
Pursuant to federal law, if Missouri does not repay all of its outstanding Title XII debt 
by November 10, 2005, three-tenths of one percent of the Federal Unemployment Tax 
Act (FUTA) offset credit will be lost, unless Missouri’s Application for Avoidance is 
approved by the United States Department of Labor (USDOL) by November 10, 2005.  
The state’s Application for Avoidance was filed on June 29, 2005.  Supplemental 
information related to the application may be submitted to USDOL until October 15, 
2005. 
 
The following pages give explanations of key UI financing components that significantly 
impact trust fund solvency.  This list of components is not inclusive of all factors that 
affect solvency.     
 
 



Current Law with Avoidance in 2005

Total Interest Expense For This Scenario Is:  $53,452,505.82
U.S. Department of Labor Projections of Insured Unemployment Rate Updated for the President's Midsession Report Numbers through 2010 and assuming the same rate for 2011 & 2012.

Year 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Insured Unemployment Rate (IUR) 2.4% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount (MWBA) $250 $250 $270 $280 $300 $310 $320 $320 $320
Taxable Wage Base (TWB) $8,000 $11,000 $11,000 $11,000 $12,000 $12,500 $12,500 $12,500 $12,500
Tax Range* 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6% 0 - 6%
Contribution Rate Adjustment (CRA)** 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 20% 10%
Contributions Received First Quarter $48,286,823 $54,961,401 $60,094,213 $61,280,930 $62,802,132 $67,658,827 $70,821,690 $72,238,123 $67,681,565
Contributions Received Second Quarter $214,580,181 $261,302,997 $270,045,838 $276,749,300 $298,151,230 $312,088,976 $318,330,756 $298,251,431 $276,131,117
Contributions Received Third Quarter $99,529,487 $116,877,256 $119,185,301 $122,143,888 $131,589,675 $137,741,129 $140,495,951 $131,633,899 $121,871,051
Contributions Received Fourth Quarter $58,772,848 $73,005,227 $74,446,905 $76,294,932 $82,195,069 $86,037,461 $87,758,210 $82,222,692 $76,124,509
Total Contributions Received $421,169,339 $506,146,880 $523,772,258 $536,469,049 $574,738,106 $603,526,392 $617,406,607 $584,346,146 $541,808,242
Benefits Paid First Quarter 170,790,004 $142,570,268 $149,345,653 $158,938,716 $168,937,839 $177,800,601 $187,055,036 $192,090,085 $196,211,866
Benefits Paid Second Quarter 117,768,282 $97,934,441 $104,468,388 $111,178,668 $117,742,282 $123,919,415 $130,367,656 $133,878,778 $136,749,986
Benefits Paid Third Quarter 115,607,749 $95,140,842 $100,626,718 $107,088,718 $114,117,420 $120,102,797 $126,353,459 $129,754,814 $132,539,140
Benefits Paid Fourth Quarter 111,010,104 92,719,966 $98,064,523 $104,364,533 $111,070,860 $116,898,300 $122,984,191 $126,293,057 $129,004,030
Total Benefits Paid $515,176,139 $428,365,517 $452,505,282 $481,570,636 $511,868,401 $538,721,113 $566,760,342 $582,016,733 $594,505,022
Trust Fund Balance First Quarter ($1,601,389) ($2,087,176) $0 $0 $79,729,067 $150,049,596 $225,114,290 $292,512,440 $308,984,537
Trust Fund Balance Second Quarter $104,503,081 $74,377,791 $100,625,477 $163,479,287 $261,030,378 $340,786,975 $416,680,141 $461,407,237 $453,141,964
Trust Fund Balance Third Quarter $65,067,324 $96,114,205 $119,184,060 $178,578,840 $281,541,627 $362,506,859 $435,927,908 $469,072,039 $448,234,567
Trust Fund Balance Fourth Quarter $8,231,328 $24,299,466 $95,566,442 $151,254,846 $256,508,154 $336,578,138 $406,634,319 $431,418,890 $401,534,839
Outstanding Title XII Loans $288,556,624 $236,456,624 $236,456,624 $128,323,464 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Outstanding Bonded Indebtedness $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Balance Including Loans And Bonds ($280,325,295) ($212,157,157) ($140,890,182) $22,931,382 $256,508,154 $336,578,138 $406,634,319 $431,418,890 $401,534,839
Interest Assessment On Title XII Loans $13,358,732 $16,028,672 $12,770,313 $8,877,015 $2,310,122
Bonded Indebtedness Assessment***                                                                                 $107,652
FUTA Reduction / Loan Repayment Costs $108,133,160 $162,387,891

Based on 7/26/2005 Assumptions, Reflecting Data Through 6/30/05

***Assessments calculated to cover interest and administrative expenses, based upon 4% interest - assuming January 2006 financing has 120 day maturity.

****FUTA credit reduction amounts based upon the most recent USDOL estimates. Amounts assume that no additional credit reductions will be imposed persuant to section 3302(c)(2)(B).
Trust fund balance amounts reflect the net balance of the benefit payment, clearing and unemployment trust fund accounts.  These amounts include $3,604,057 in Reed Act funds 
that reside in the trust fund, but cannot be used to pay unemployment insurance benefits.

Includes $91.7 mil. voluntary repayment & $52.1 mil. FUTA payment in 2005; $56.8 mil. voluntary repayment and $8.2 mil. alternative financing payment in 2006; and $2.1 mil. voluntary repayment 
in 2007.  Amounts calculated to achieve FUTA avoidance in 2005.   Remaining voluntary payments are calculated to convert respective calendar year advances to interest free advances pursuant 
to 20 CFR 606.32.****

NOTE: Trust fund model calculations are based on past unemployment insurance behavior.  Therefore, these are 
only projections.  The more one projects into the future, the greater the chance for the results to deviate from the 
model.
*Beginning in 2005, employers who have been taxed at the maximum rate for two consectutive years shall have a surcharge of .25% added to their rate.  If they remain at the maximum rate, an 
additional .25% is added annually up to 1.0% cumulative surcharge.  Additionally, if an employer continues to remain at the maximum rate an additional surcharge of .5% shall be applied for a 
maximum surcharge of 1.5%.
**In calendar years 2005, 2006 and 2007, employers taxed at the maximum rate pursuant to section 288.120 shall have a contribution rate adjustment of 40%.

Note:  Trust Fund balances include $161 million Reed Act Distribution                                                                                                                                                                     
Prepared on 7/26/2005 
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TAXABLE WAGE BASE - §288.036 

 
The Taxable Wage Base (TWB) is the amount of wages for each employee on which an 
employer must pay contributions.  In 2001 and 2002, the TWB was $7,000, which is the 
federal minimum.  The TWB increased to $7,500 in 2003 and to $8,000 in 2004. 
Pursuant to legislation enacted in 2004 (HB 1268 & 1211), the TWB increased to 
$11,000 in 2005.  The TWB is currently scheduled to remain at $11,000 through 2007.  
The TWB will increase to $12,000 in 2008 and $12,500 in 2009.  Beginning in 2010 the 
TWB will be determined by the trust fund balance trigger levels. 
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EMPLOYER CONTRIBUTION RATE - §288.120 
 

After having a new employer rate for a designated period, a contributing employer is 
eligible for a contribution rate based on its experience with employment and 
unemployment.  Contributory employers that do not participate in the Shared Work 
program are assigned a rate ranging from zero to six percent.  Employers participating 
in the Shared Work program can have a maximum rate of nine percent.   (See the 
section “Contribution Rate Adjustment” for information on how the base rate can be 
increased and decreased under current law.)   
 
Approximately 24 percent of Missouri’s 135,000 active employers have a contribution 
rate of zero.  This means that these employers report the wages of their workers, but do 
not pay contributions for any year in which they have a rate of zero.  (A zero rate is 
achieved when the employer’s account balance is at least 15 percent of the employer’s 
average annual payroll.)  A zero-rated employer is not affected by Contribution Rate 
Adjustments. 
 
For an employer to be assigned a six percent rate, the employer’s account balance is 
deficit and the ratio of the account to the employer’s average annual taxable payroll is 
less than a negative 12. There are 8,397 employers that have a maximum base 
contribution rate of six percent for 2005.  Of those, 8,043 would have a rate higher than 
six percent if the law provided for higher rates for employers not participating in the 
Shared Work program.  Missouri currently has 44 Shared Work deficit employers 
whose base contribution rates range from 6.2 to 9.0 percent.  Cumulatively, Missouri’s 
maximum rated deficit employers (not participating in the Shared Work program) 
have paid less in contributions than their workers have received in benefits resulting in 
an accumulated deficit of approximately $622 million over the life of the respective 
accounts.  The accumulated deficit for these employers has increased by 67 percent 
since June 30, 1998.  (See also the section responding to the question:  “How have 
Missouri’s deficit employer accounts impacted the fund in recent years”?) 
 
Employers who remain at the maximum rate for two consecutive years shall have a one-
quarter percent (.25%) surcharge added to their rate.  In the event that the employer 
remains at the maximum rate for a subsequent year(s) an additional one-quarter 
percent (.25%) surcharge shall be added for each year until the cumulative surcharge is 
equal to one percent (1%).  Should an employer continue to remain at the maximum 
rate an additional one-half percent (.5%) surcharge shall be added. 
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__________________                                                                                                                                                                      
AAW – Average Annual Wage 
AWW – Average Weekly Wage 
MWBA – Maximum Weekly Benefit Amount 
TWB – Taxable Wage Base 

Missouri Compared to States that Index the Taxable Wage Base (TWB) 
 

State Method of Computation 2005 Taxable 
Wage Base 

Avg. High 
Cost Multiple 

 
1st Quarter 2005 

Insured 
Unemployment 

Rate 
1st Quarter 2005 

Maximum 
Weekly 

Benefit Amt. 
2005 

Average 
Weekly 

Benefit Amt. 
1st Quarter 2005 

AK 75% of the AAW(1) $27,900 .81 6.1 $320 $194.04 
HI 100% of the AAW(1) $32,300 1.63 1.3 $436 $334.97 
ID 100% of the AAW(1) $28,000 .34 3.6 $325 $236.89 
IA 66 2/3% of AWW x 52(2) $20.400 .95 2.6 $381 $274.52 

MN 60% of the AAW(3) $23,000 N/A 2.8 $493 $331.78 
MT 80% of the AAW(1) $21,000 1.36 3.0 $335 $233.59 
NV 66 2/3% of the AAW(1) $22,900 .78 2.0 $329 $252.91 
NJ AWW x 28(2) $24,900 .36 3.6 $503 $341.09 
NM 60% of the AAW(2) $17,200 2.36 1.9 $350 $213.71 
NC 50% of the AAW(1) $16,700 N/A 2.3 $426 $253.64 
ND 70% of the AAW(1) $19,400 .56 2.2 $324 $246.12 
OK 50% of the AAW(1) $13,800 1.05 1.4 $292 $218.19 
OR 80% of the AAW(3) $27,000 1.06 3.5 $419 $260.86 
UT 75% of the prior average fiscal year wage(2) $23,200 .94 1.5 $371 $262.75 
WA 115% of the previous years TWB(5) $30,500 .70 2.9 $496 $284.35 
WY 55% of the AAW(4) $16,400 1.20 1.8 $316 $242.94 
MO Statutorily set with adjustments based on trust 

fund balance September 30th of prior year 
$11,000 N/A 2.6 $250 $206.17 

(1) rounded to the nearest $100 
(2) rounded to the higher $100  
(3) rounded to the nearest $1,000 
(4) rounded to the lowest $100 
(5) not to exceed 80% of the AAW for the 2nd preceding calendar year, rounded to the lower $100 
Average High Cost Multiple is a standard measure of trust fund solvency.  This multiple represents the number of years a 
state’s trust fund would be able to pay benefits without additional revenue by assuming payouts equivalent to the average of its 
three historically highest cost years.  The U.S. Department of Labor recommends a multiple of at least 1.0. 
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CONTRIBUTION RATE ADJUSTMENT - §§288.121 & 288.122 

 
Missouri law provides for a Contribution Rate Adjustment (CRA) to either increase or 
decrease employers’ contribution rates depending on the balance of the trust fund.  The 
CRAs, which are applicable on a calendar year basis, are “triggered” by the four-
quarter average balance of the trust fund.  The dollar amounts that trigger the 
increases or decreases are set by statute.  Currently, if the trust fund’s September 30th 
four-quarter average balance is less than $350 million a thirty percent (+30%) increase 
is applied to an employer’s tax rate.  If this balance is at least $350 million, but less than 
$400 million a twenty percent (+20%) increase is applied, and if this balance is at least 
$400 million, but less than $450 million a ten percent (+10%) increase is applied.  
Negative adjustments occur to an employer’s tax rate when the September 30th four-
quarter average balance reaches certain levels.  If this balance is in excess of $600 
million, but less than $750 million, a seven percent (-7%) decrease is applied. If this 
balance exceeds $750 million, a (-12%) decrease is applied.  In calendar year 2000, 
there was a seven percent decrease in employers’ contribution rates.     
 
The CRA in effect for calendar year 2002 was an increase of ten percent (+10%).  In 
2003 an increase of thirty percent (+30%) was imposed.  The CRA has remained at that 
level since that time and it is projected to remain at thirty percent (+30%) through at 
least 2010 under current economic projections.  Those employers who are taxed at the 
maximum rate in calendar years 2005, 2006 & 2007 have a forty percent (+40%) 
increase applied to their rate. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
MAXIMUM WEEKLY BENEFIT AMOUNT - §288.038 
 
The maximum weekly benefit amount (MWBA) is the highest weekly benefit amount 
allowed by law.  The weekly benefit amount (WBA) is the amount payable for a week of 
total unemployment.  The MWBA is currently set at $250.  This amount is scheduled to 
increase to $270 in 2006; $280 in 2007; $300 in 2008; $310 in 2009 and $320 in 2010. 
 
 



8 

WAITING WEEK - §288.040 
 
Missouri law requires a waiting week to be claimed each benefit year before any 
payments can be made.  This waiting week must be a week for which the claimant is 
otherwise eligible.  Missouri’s waiting week is currently not compensated.  Beginning in 
calendar year 2008, the waiting week will become compensable once the remaining 
balance on a claimant’s claim is equal or less than the compensable amount for the 
waiting week. 
 
Two states (Texas and Tennessee) have waiting weeks that are compensable after 
satisfying established criteria.  Fourteen states do not have a waiting period.  Thirty-
four states (including Missouri) and the District of Columbia currently have a waiting 
period that is not subsequently compensated.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INSURED UNEMPLOYMENT RATE 
 
 
The Insured Unemployment Rate (IUR) is computed by dividing the insured 
unemployed for the current quarter by the covered unemployment for the first four of 
the last six completed quarters.  “Insured unemployed” is the average number of weeks 
of unemployment benefits claimed for the three months of the quarter.  “Covered 
employment” is the number of employees covered by UI and reported to the state by 
employers.  United States Department of Labor IUR projections are used by the 
Division of Employment Security to forecast UI trust fund balances. 
 
 
 



Section II 

 
 
 
 

How do the surrounding 
states compare with Missouri’s 

number of employers and 
taxable wage base? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



9 

 
NUMBER OF EMPLOYERS IN 

MISSOURI AND BORDERING STATES 
 

STATE 2005 
As of 1st 
quarter 

2004 2003 
 

2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 
 

ARKANSAS 
 

63,000* 62,000* 60,000* 59,000* 59,308 59,492 59,494 57,884 

ILLINOIS 
 

285,000* 279,000* 277,000* 277,000* 279,323 278,082 275,927 272,705 

IOWA 
 

70,000* 69,000* 69,000* 67,000* 68,627 68,825 68,488 67,964 

KANSAS 
 

70,000* 69,000* 68,000* 67,000* 67,559 67,268 66,404 65,379 

KENTUCKY** 
 

83,000* 84,000* 81,000* 89,198 89,410 86,126 86,157 81,355 

NEBRASKA 
 

47,000* 
 

45,000* 46,000* 45,540 44,906 44,443 43,915 43,488 

OKLAHOMA 
 

78,000* 75,000* 75,000* 73,000* 74,447 74,382 73,828 73,445 

TENNESSEE 
 

110,000* 110,000* 110,000* 108,757 109,958 107,929 109,208 108,194 

MISSOURI 
 

135,000* 134,000* 131,000* 129,404 128,948 127,558 126,329 126,036 

 
*Number rounded to nearest thousand. 
**Quarterly information was not available.  Information provided is for the past 12 months. 
 

TAXABLE WAGE BASE IN 
MISSOURI AND BORDERING STATES 

 
STATE 2005 2004 2003 

 
2002 2001 2000 1999 1998 

 
ARKANSAS 
 

$10,000 $10,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 

ILLINOIS 
 

$10,500 $9,800 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 $9,000 

IOWA 
 

$20,400 $19,700 $19,200 $18,600 $17,900 $17,300 $16,500 $15,700 

KANSAS 
 

$8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 

KENTUCKY 
 

$8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 $8,000 

NEBRASKA 
 

$7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 

OKLAHOMA 
 

$13,800 $14,300 $11,700 $10,500 $10,100 $9,800 $12,000 $11,400 

TENNESSEE 
 

$7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 $7,000 

MISSOURI 
 

$11,000 $8,000 $7,500 $7,000 $7,000 $7,500 $8,000 $8,500 



Section III 

 
 
 
 
 

How are employer 
contribution rates calculated? 
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CONTRIBUTION RATE 
 

A contribution rate is the percentage assigned to an employer to determine the amount 
of contributions due the Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund on taxable wages paid.  
The Division, as provided in Section 288.090, RSMo, assigns all contributing employers a 
contribution rate.  Each employer is assigned a new employer rate, an experience rate or 
an “eight skips” rate.  The assigned contribution rate is applicable for the calendar year.  
Currently, the contribution rates range from zero to six percent plus or minus any 
percent increases or decreases and maximum deficit surcharges.1 
 
An employer generally becomes eligible for a calculated contribution rate based on its 
own experience after two full calendar years of paying at the beginning contribution 
rate.  A calculated contribution rate is assigned based on experience.  It is determined by 
dividing an employer’s reserve account balance, (contributions paid into the fund less 
benefits paid to eligible claimants) by its average annual taxable payroll.   
 
The contribution rate most new employers are assigned is the average contribution rate 
of all employers within the same industrial classification or 2.7 percent, whichever is 
higher.  For 2005, the new employer rate is 3.51 percent except for employers that have a 
construction industrial classification code.  The beginning rate for new employers with a 
construction industrial classification code is 3.938 percent.   These rates include a 30 
percent increase due to the low balance in the unemployment insurance trust fund.   
 
New non-profit employers, those exempt under 501(c)3 of the Internal Revenue Service 
Code and governmental entities receive a beginning contribution rate of 1.0 percent.  
Alternatively, such entities may choose to reimburse the trust fund for all benefits paid 
their employees in lieu of paying contributions to the trust fund. 
 
 

“Eight Skips” 
Rates for Employers That Do Not Report Workers in Eight Consecutive Quarters  
 
Each employer is annually assigned a new employer ineligible contribution rate, an 
experience rate, or an eight skips ineligible rate.  A rate of 2.7 percent plus any 
applicable percent increase is assigned to an employer with a positive experience account 
balance who has previously been eligible for a rate based upon experience but is no 
longer eligible because there is a period of eight or more consecutive quarters in the first 
eleven of the last thirteen calendar quarters prior to the calculation date in which the 
employer did not pay wages.   
 
A rate of 5.4% plus applicable percent increase is assigned to an employer with a deficit 
experience account balance who has previously been eligible for a rate based upon 

                                                 
1 Employers who participate in the Shared Work Program can have an assigned contribution rate based 
on their experience above 6 percent.  Section 288.120.2, RSMo provides a separate tax table for these 
employers.  The maximum rate is 9 percent plus any applicable percent increase.    
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experience but is no longer eligible because there is a period of eight or more consecutive 
quarters in the first eleven of the last thirteen calendar quarters prior to the calculation 
date in which the employer did not pay wages, pursuant to §288.126,RSMo. 
 
 
 



Section IV 

 
 
 
 
 

How are contribution rates 
determined for successorships 

and inactive employers? 
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SUCCESSORSHIP 
 
 
Legal Entity 
 
An employing unit means any individual, organization, partnership, corporation or 
other legal entity, which has in its employ one or more individuals performing services.  
A legal entity would be defined as the type of ownership operating a business. 
 
Successorship 
 
Section 288.110.1, RSMo provides that for successorship to occur in Missouri, two 
conditions must be met.  First, the alleged successor-employing unit must acquire 
substantially all the business of a liable Missouri employing unit.  Second, the 
predecessor-employing unit’s business must be continued without interruption by the 
alleged successor-employing unit.  
 
There is not a definition in Missouri Employment Security Law for determining 
“substantially all”.  The Division reviews what the predecessor’s business consisted of 
prior to the change, and what, if anything, the business consisted of after the change. 
 
An interruption is viewed as any cessation of the business during times that the business 
is normally open.   
 
If the Division determines successorship has occurred, the predecessor-employing unit’s 
status is terminated upon the effective date of successorship.  If the predecessor-
employing unit resumes employment at a later date, it will be treated as a new employer 
under Missouri Employment Security Law. 
 
If the Division determines the alleged successor did not acquire substantially all of the 
predecessor’s business or an interruption occurred, successorship would not exist and 
the acquiring business entity would be treated as a new employer under Missouri 
Employment Security Law. 
 
In August of 2004, the federal State Unemployment Tax Act (SUTA) Dumping 
Protection Act was signed into law.  This act required states, as a condition of state 
eligibility for unemployment insurance compensation grants, to enact legislation to 
deter the manipulation of an employer’s tax rate through SUTA dumping.   
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On July 6, 2005 Governor Blunt signed into law House Bill 500 and 533.  This 
legislation amended §288.110, RSMo as follows:  
 

• Mandatory transfers of experience in cases where employees are moved from 
one business to another, and there is substantial commonality of ownership, 
management, or control between the two businesses involved. 

• Prohibition of transfers of experience when the state agency finds that a business 
was acquired solely or primarily for the purpose of obtaining a tax rate that is 
lower than the new employer tax rate that would otherwise have been assigned.  

• Meaningful civil and criminal penalties to be imposed for those who knowingly 
violate or attempt to violate and for those who knowingly advise another to 
violate the above provisions. 

• Establishment of procedures to identify potential instances of SUTA dumping. 
 

• This section shall be interpreted and applied in such a manner as to meet the 
minimum requirements contained in any guidance or regulations issued by the 
United States Department of Labor. 

 
 
During the 2004 legislative session, the Missouri General Assembly passed House Bill 
1268 and 1211 which also amended §288.110,RSMo.  It provided that when an 
acquisition takes place on a day other than the first day of a calendar quarter, the 
successor employer’s existing tax rate shall remain in effect for the remainder of the 
current quarter and any new tax rate shall be effective the first day of the next calendar 
quarter.  This provision simplified the reporting process for employers with 
acquisitions.  Prior to this legislation, employers that had made several acquisitions 
during a calendar quarter had to submit a separate contribution and wage report 
between each acquisition period.  In some cases, employers had to submit at least six 
contribution and wage reports in a calendar quarter.   
 
Termination 
 
An employing unit that has no individuals in employment can request to have its 
account changed to an inactive status.  When an employing unit’s account has changed 
to an inactive status, it is not required to submit quarterly contribution and wage 
reports to the Division.  However, it is the employing unit’s responsibility to notify the 
Division when it resumes employment in Missouri. 
 
If the Division is satisfied that an employing unit, which is an employer subject to 
Missouri Employment Security Law, has had no individuals in employment at any time 
during the four preceding calendar years, the Division terminates the employer status 
of the employing unit. 
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If the exact employing unit resumes employment before its account is terminated, the 
account is reinstated.  If the exact employing unit resumes employment after its 
employer status has been terminated, it will be treated as a new employer under 
Missouri Employment Security Law. 
 
 



Section V 

 
 
 
 

How have Missouri’s deficit 
employer accounts impacted 
the trust fund in recent years? 
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Increases or decreases to employers’ tax rates are based upon each individual 
employer’s experience ratio (the relation of how much the employers have paid into the 
trust fund as compared to how much has been paid in benefits to individuals the once 
employed).  If an employer’s experience ratio is less than –12.0, the employer is 
assigned the maximum rate of six percent.1  Even if employers continue to pay less into 
the trust fund than is paid in benefits to their former employees, the tax rate assigned to 
their account may not increase.  This results in a negative or deficit employer account 
balance that reduces the trust fund balance.  The increasing accumulated deficit 
account balances adversely impact trust fund balances, particularly during economic 
downturns. 
 
The following sets out figures relating to deficit employers: 
 
As of June 30, 1998, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than -12.0 was ($371,387,534).  
 
As of June 30, 1999, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than -12.0 was ($374,551,383).  This was an increase of $3,163,849. 
 
As of June 30, 2000, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than –12.0 was ($387,532,577). This was an increase of $12,981,194.   
 
As of June 30, 2001, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than –12.0 was ($433,614,080).  This was an increase of $46,081,503. 
 
As of June 30, 2002, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than –12.0 was ($491,982,889).  This was an increase of $58,368,809. 
 
As of June 30, 2003, the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than –12.0 was ($563,977,531).  This was an increase of $71,994,642. 
 
As of June 30, 2004 the accumulated account balance of employers with an experience 
ratio less than –12.0 was ($621,857,559).  This was an increase of $57,880,028. 
 
 
Note: Employers with an experience ratio less than –12.0 are at the maximum 
contribution (tax) rate of six percent.  This does not include those employers 
participating in the shared work program, as their rates may go as high as nine percent. 
 
 

                                                 
1 Employers participating in the Shared Work program receive the maximum rate where their ratio is  
less than –27.0   



Section VI 

 
 
 
 

What are the benefit charges, 
tax rates and employers with 
deficit accounts by industrial 

classification? 
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 The Division of Employment Security is frequently asked:  What industry classification 
uses the fund the most? This question can be answered differently depending on the 
criteria used.  Several scenarios using different criteria are set out below.  
 
Scenario 1: If benefit charges (amounts paid to claimants) are used as the criterion, 

the Construction Industry uses the fund the most.  There are 19,379 
employers in this industry classification, of which 4,873 are deficit 
employers.  These employers totaled $91,630,000 in benefit charges 
against their accounts. (See Chart 1 & Chart 2.) 

 
Scenario 2: If the number of employers in an industry classification is used as the 

criterion, the Other Services (except public administration) Industry is 
the largest.  There are 19,543 employers in this classification, of which 
1,702 are deficit employers. (See Chart 1 & Chart 2.) 

 
Scenario 3: If the number of deficit employers in an industry classification is used as 

the criterion, the Construction Industry has the largest number.  There 
are 19,379 employers in this classification, of which 4,873 are deficit 
employers. (See Chart 1 & Chart 2.) 

 
Scenario 4: If benefit charges against deficit employers in an industry classification 

are used as the criterion, the Construction Industry uses the fund the 
most.  The 4,873 construction industry employers with deficit accounts 
totaled $76,159,112 in benefit charges against their accounts. (See Chart 
3.) 
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Type of Industry
Total Deficit Number Percentage

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & 
Hunting 1,221 319 234 19.16% $3,557,000
Mining 213 69 33 15.49% $2,454,000
Utilities 289 13 10 3.46% $728,000
Construction 19,379 4,873 2,638 13.61% $91,630,000
Manufacturing 7,567 1,275 606 8.01% $83,518,000
Wholesale Trade 12,726 1,211 579 4.55% $21,708,000
Retail Trade 16,256 1,309 573 3.52% $33,654,000
Transportation & Warehousing 5,370 817 408 7.60% $45,279,000
Information 2,201 261 133 6.04% $15,483,000
Finance & Insurance 7,273 434 167 2.30% $18,729,000
Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 5,649 469 188 3.33% $8,284,000
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical 14,524 1,032 450 3.10% $21,145,000
Management of Companies and 
Enterprises 368 23 15 4.08% $2,233,000
Admin/Support, Waste 
Management/Remediation 
Services 7,886 1,274 649 8.23% $35,624,000
Educational Services 1,117 69 33 2.95% $1,512,000
Health Care and Social 
Assistance 10,720 543 168 1.57% $20,926,000
Arts, Entertainment and 
Recreation 2,129 312 177 8.31% $9,283,000
Accommodation & Food 
Services 9,654 974 486 5.03% $26,517,000
Other Services (Except Public 
Administration) 19,543 1,702 846 4.33% $11,336,000
Public Administration 1,046 74 29 2.77% $900,000
Unclassified 41 22 10 24.39% $229,000
TOTALS 145,172 17,075 8,432 5.81% $454,729,000

*  Represents active employers and employers with accounts that have gone inactive during the last two years

Note: Employers with a contribution tax rate greater than six percent are participating in the Shared Work program

Based Upon 2005 Post-Voluntary Rate Calculation

Chart 2

Statistics Provided by the Missouri Division of Employment Security

     EMPLOYERS WITH A CONTRIBUTION TAX RATE OF SIX PERCENT             
OR GREATER BY INDUSTRY TYPE

Analysis of Employer Accounts for Year Ending June 30, 2004

*Number of 
Employers

Employers with 
Contribution Tax Rate of 

Six Percent or Greater

Benefit Charges    
FY 2004       

(amounts paid to 
claimants)
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Type of Industry *Total Number of 
Deficit Employers

Benefit Charges     
FY 2004        

(amount paid to 
claimants)

Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing & 
Hunting 319 $2,073,866
Mining 69 $1,382,792
Utilities 13 $295,376
Construction 4,873 $76,159,112
Manufacturing 1,275 $42,138,366
Wholesale Trade 1,211 $6,596,860
Retail Trade 1,309 $8,182,755
Transportation & Warehousing 817 $36,888,153
Information 261 $5,901,987
Finance & Insurance 434 $3,061,748
Real Estate, Rental & Leasing 469 $3,701,695
Professional, Scientific & 
Technical 1,032 $7,923,075
Management of Companies and 
Enterprises 23 $1,657,382
Admin/Support, Waste 
Management/Remediation 
Services 1,274 $12,804,912
Educational Services 69 $423,943
Health Care and Social 
Assistance 543 $5,664,175
Arts, Entertainment and 
Recreation 312 $4,552,420
Accommodation & Food 
Services 974 $12,830,319
Other Services (Except Public 
Administration) 1,702 $5,834,538
Public Administration 74 $263,421
Unclassified 22 $178,401

TOTALS 17,075 $238,515,296

Based Upon 2005 Post-Voluntary Rate Calculation

  Chart 3

Statistics Provided by the Missouri Division of Employment Security

*  Represents active employers and employers with accounts that have gone inactive during the last two years

YEARLY BENEFIT CHARGES FOR DEFICIT EXPERIENCE EMPLOYERS BY INDUSTRY TYPES
Analysis of Employer Accounts for Year Ending June 30, 2004
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Section VII 

 
 
 
 

How does the average 
duration of Missouri claims 
compare with the average 
duration of other states? 
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Average Duration of Weeks Claimed 
For 1st Quarter 2005 

United States 15.9 
Alabama 11.9 
Alaska 14.8 
Arizona 16.1 
Arkansas 14.1 
California 17.5 
Colorado 14.6 
Connecticut 17.0 
Delaware 16.2 
District of Columbia 20.1 
Florida 15.4 
Georgia 12.3 
Hawaii 15.3 
Idaho 13.1 
Illinois 18.8 
Indiana 13.3 
Iowa 13.3 
Kansas 16.1 
Kentucky 14.0 
Louisiana 16.0 
Maine 15.1 
Maryland 15.5 
Massachusetts 18.4 
Michigan 14.3 
Minnesota 15.5 
Mississippi 15.4 
Missouri 15.8 
Montana 15.3 
Nebraska 13.8 
Nevada 14.7 
New Hampshire 13.8 
New Jersey 18.5 
New Mexico 17.9 
New York 18.3 
North Carolina 13.5 
North Dakota 12.2 
Ohio 15.9 
Oklahoma 15.8 
Oregon 16.0 
Pennsylvania 17.2 
Rhode Island 15.8 
South Carolina 14.0 
South Dakota 12.2 
Tennessee 13.7 
Texas 15.8 
Utah 13.2 
Vermont 14.3 
Virgin Islands 16.2 
Virginia 12.8 
Washington 16.3 
West Virginia 15.3 
Wisconsin 13.5 
Wyoming 12.4 



Section VIII 

 
 
 
 

What are pool charges  
and how do they affect  

the trust fund? 
§288.100, RSMo 
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NON-CHARGING PROVISIONS (POOL CHARGES) 
 

 
Section 288.100.1(4), RSMo provides for non-charging of employers that pay quarterly 
contributions in certain circumstances.   The Division of Employment Security has 
separated the non-charged benefit payments into five categories or pools as follows: 
 
Disqualification and More Remunerative Work (MRW)  
 

288.100.1(4)(a) provides, “no benefits based on wages paid for services 
performed prior to the date of any act for which a claimant is disqualified 
pursuant to section 288.050 shall be chargeable to any employer directly 
involved in such disqualifying act.”   
 
288.100.1 (4)(b) states, “in the event the deputy has in due course determined 
pursuant to paragraph (a) of subdivision  (1) of subsection 1 of 288.050 that a 
claimant quit his work with an employer for the purpose of accepting a more 
remunerative job with another employer which the claimant did accept and earn 
some wages therein, no benefits based on wages paid prior to the date of the quit 
shall be chargeable to the employer the claimant quit.”    
 
Note:  These combined causes cannot be separately identified with the Division’s 
existing computer programs.  
 

Temporary Employer  
 
Section 288.100.1(4)(c) has two non-charging provisions, which are also divided 
into two different pools.  First, when the deputy has determined under 288.050 
that a claimant has quit temporary work with an employer to return to the 
claimant’s regular employer, no charges are made to the temporary employer’s 
account.   

 
Part-Time Employed   

 
The second part of Section 288.100.1(4)(c) provides that charges resulting from 
benefits based on wages paid for part-time work shall be removed from the 
account of the employer furnishing the part-time work if the employer continued 
to employ the individual, while claiming benefits, at least to the same extent as 
previously employed and informs the division within thirty days from the date of 
notice of the benefit charges.   
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Less than $400.01  
   
288.100.1(4)(d) also has two non-charging provisions that are shown in two 
different pools.  First, no charges will be made to an employer’s account with 
respect to benefits paid an individual if the gross amount of wages paid by the 
employer is four hundred dollars or less during the individual’s base period of 
the claim.   
  

Probationary Employment  
 
The second part of 288.100.1 (4)(d) provides for no charge to an employer’s 
account with respect to benefits paid to an individual if the length of 
employment was twenty-eight days or less which is referred to as the 
probationary period and such has been reported to the division as required by 
regulation.     

 
Annual Comparison of Benefits Not Charged to Employers’ Accounts 
 

Fiscal Year July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004: 
• The total charges were $604,619,435.64. 
• The total pool charges were $95,726,529.19. 
• Pool charges represent 15.83 percent of the total charges. 

• Disqualification and More Remunerative Work (MRW) pool charges were 
$93,951,621.33, which represents 15.54 percent of the total charges. 

 
Fiscal Year July 1, 2002 through June 30, 2003: 
• The total charges were $617,245,874.30. 
• The total pool charges were $130,566,243.27. 
• Pool charges represent 21.15 percent of the total charges. 

• Disqualification and More Remunerative Work (MRW) pool charges were 
$94,531,287.34, which represents 15.32 percent of the total charges. 

 
Fiscal Year July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2002: 
• The total charges were $578,706,158.16. 
• The total pool charges were $104,678,051.36. 
• Pool charges represent 18.09 percent of the total charges. 

• Disqualification and More Remunerative Work (MRW) pool charges were 
$90,894,968.65, which represents 15.71 percent of the total charges. 

 
Fiscal Year July 1, 2000 through June 30, 2001:   
• The total charges were $411,958,161.24.   
• The total pool charges were $70,600,683.21.   
• Pool charges represent 17.13 percent of the total charges.  
• Disqualification and MRW pool charges were $68,347,643.99, which represents 

16.59 percent of the total charges.   
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Fiscal Year July 1, 1999 through June 30, 2000: 
• The total charges were $314,620,315.10.   
• The total pool charges were $53,275,366.58.   
• Pool charges represent 16.93 percent of the total charges. 
• Disqualification and MRW pool charges were $52,144,224.07, which represents 

16.3 percent of the total charges.   
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Section IX 

 
 
 
 
 

How does severance pay 
impact the trust fund? 
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SEVERANCE PAY 
 
Prior to 1988, §288.040.3(1), RSMo, stated: “A claimant shall be ineligible for waiting 
week credit, benefits or shared work benefits for any week for which he is receiving or 
has received remuneration exceeding his weekly benefit amount or shared work benefit 
amount in the form of:  
  

(a) Wages in lieu of notice; 
(b) Termination allowances.” 

 
This section of the law was removed and severance pay (termination pay) was no longer 
considered as reportable earnings, and therefore not deductible from the claimant’s 
weekly pay amount.   
 
Also, in the 1988 law change an option was given to the claimant allowing choice of 
severance pay in the base period being used in the quarter it was paid or re-
determining the claim to allow the severance pay wages to be prorated equally among 
the quarters of the base period of the claim.   
 
The employer, however, has to report severance pay as wages paid and pay 
contributions on those wages, providing the employee’s earnings have not already 
reached the taxable wage base applicable for the calendar year.   
 
Because severance pay is no longer reportable on an unemployment insurance claim 
and employers are not required to separately identify severance pay on quarterly wage 
reports, it is not possible to project a possible cost savings if severance pay would once 
again become deductible from unemployment benefits.   
 



Section X 

 
 
 
 
 

What is extended recall  
and how does it affect  

the trust fund? 
§288.040.1(2)(b), RSMo 
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EXTENDED RECALL 
 
In 1988, legislation was enacted that amended §288.040, RSMo, regarding actively and 
earnestly seeking work.  The addition of §288.040.1(2)(b), RSMo, provided that a 
claimant will not be determined to be ineligible for not actively and earnestly seeking 
work if that claimant is temporarily unemployed through no fault of his or her own and 
has a definite recall date within eight weeks his or her first day of unemployment.  In 
addition, the employer for whom the claimant last worked may make application to the 
Director of the Division of Employment Security to extend the recall period beyond 
eight weeks. 
 
Legislation was enacted in 2004 amending §288.040.1(2)(b), RSMo, to provide that the 
eight-week period could be extended by the Division Director but not for a period to 
exceed sixteen weeks beyond the claimant’s first day of unemployment.  
 
The 1988 legislation was enacted after the Division became aware that Missouri 
employers believed the law and the Division unfairly required claimants to seek work 
when, in fact, they were on a short-term layoff and had a date to return to their job.  
Employers considered the law and the Division’s strict interpretation of it as a factor in 
employee turnover during relatively brief periods of unemployment and as a cause of 
additional expense to the employer(s) when new workers had to be recruited, trained 
and employed as replacements for those who left during the layoff. 
 
The recall provision allows employers to retain trained employees during periods of 
short-term unemployment.  Employers in manufacturing, retail trade, construction, 
transportation and service industries extensively use this provision of the law. 
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Section XI 

 
 
 
 
 

How do waiting week 
payments affect the  

trust fund? 
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WAITING WEEK 
 

Missouri law requires a waiting week to be claimed each benefit year before any 
payments can be made.  This waiting week must be a week for which the claimant is 
otherwise eligible.  Missouri’s waiting week is currently not compensated.  Beginning in 
calendar year 2008, the waiting week will become compensable once the remaining 
balance on a claimant’s claim is equal to or less than the compensable amount for the 
waiting week. 
 
Two states (Texas and Tennessee) have waiting weeks that are compensable after 
satisfying established criteria.  Fourteen states do not have a waiting period.  Thirty-
four states (including Missouri) and the District of Columbia currently have a waiting 
period that is not subsequently compensated.   
 
A computer program has been developed to obtain the total amount of benefits paid 
attributable to compensatory waiting weeks.  An analysis of 2004 claims data identified 
97,714 compensable waiting weeks totaling $18,186,672. 
 
 



Section XII 

 
 
 
 
 

What percent of discharges 
have resulted in a 

disqualification in recent 
years? 
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PERCENTAGE OF CLAIMANTS DISQUALIFIED  
ON DISCHARGE ISSUES 

 
The Division of Employment Security must adjudicate any separation when the reason 
for that separation, as provided by the claimant or the employer, is other than a lack of 
work.  In many cases, the claimant will indicate when filing a claim for unemployment 
insurance benefits that he or she has been discharged.  This separation must then be 
investigated and a determination issued, even if the employer who discharged the 
claimant does not file a protest. 
 
An alleged discharge for misconduct connected with the work has two major 
components that must be determined: (1) Is the separation considered a discharge? (2) 
If the separation is considered a discharge, was it due to misconduct connected with the 
work? 
 
First, the Division must determine who initiated the separation.  Any employer initiated 
separation is considered a discharge, regardless of the reason for the discharge.   
 
Second, there must be an investigation and a determination of whether misconduct 
connected with the work occurred.  There may or may not be any allegation of 
misconduct on the part of the employer, but on every discharge separation adjudicated, 
the question of misconduct connected with work must be explored.  For a finding of 
misconduct, the employer must provide more information than just indicating than the 
claimant was discharged for misconduct.  “Where an employer claims that an employee 
was discharged for misconduct, the employer has the burden of proving misconduct by 
competent and substantial evidence.”  Business Centers of Missouri, Inc. v. Labor and 
Industrial Relations Commission, 743 S.W.2d 588, 589 (Mo. App. 1988) 
 
The percentage of determinations where the claimant is disqualified on a discharge 
issue varies only slightly from year to year.  The table below shows the percent of 
claimants disqualified on discharges each year from calendar year 1989 through 
calendar year 2004.  During this period the percent disqualified was never above 44% 
or below 40%. 
 

YEAR Percent Disqualified YEAR Percent Disqualified 
1989 42.1 1990 42.5 
1991 42.6 1992 44.0 
1993 43.4 1994 42.4 
1995 42.2 1996 43.1 
1997 43.6 1998 44.7 
1999 43.9 2000 42.4 
2001 40.6 2002 41.4 
2003 43.0 2004 44.9 

 
 



Section XIII 

 
 
 
 

Why are some workers 
discharged for reasons of 

absenteeism or alleged drug 
usage but not disqualified for 

UI benefits? 
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ABSENTEEISM AND MISCONDUCT 
 

Absenteeism, which admittedly is a barrier to productivity in the workplace, does not 
always constitute misconduct connected with the work.  The Division of Employment 
Security (DES) looks to the courts to assist in interpretation of the statutes applicable to 
the payment or denial of unemployment insurance (UI) benefits.  One such case is 
Tutwiler v. Fin-Clair Corporation, 995 S.W.2d 497 (Mo. App. E.D. 1999). The issue in 
this case involved a claimant who was discharged from the employer for at least three 
separate acts of absenteeism and was found eligible for UI benefits by the DES, an 
Appeals Tribunal and the Missouri Labor and Industrial Relations Commission. 
 
The court clearly placed the burden on the Fin-Clair Corporation to show by 
substantial and competent evidence that the claimant’s absence from work, in violation 
of the employer’s rules, constituted misconduct.  The court determined that the reasons 
the claimant missed work were illness of the claimant and/or lack or childcare.  The 
court also determined the employers had been notified sufficiently in advance of the 
claimant’s necessity to be absent.  The court cites three other appellate cases noting 
absences due to family illness or emergency do not constitute willful misconduct within 
the meaning of §288.050.2, RSMo. 
  
This case also discussed the 1997 law change that added language in §288.050.3, RSMo, 
providing that a “pattern of absenteeism of tardiness may constitute misconduct 
regardless of whether the last incident alone which results in the discharge constitutes 
misconduct.”  The court in this case addresses the quoted section of the law and finds 
that it does not affect the other precedent cases where properly reported absences due 
to family illness or emergency cannot be found to justify a denial of UI benefits. 
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NONMONETARY DETERMINATIONS RELATING 
 TO DRUG USAGE 

 
Calendar Year 2004 

 
 

A non-monetary determination is an administrative ruling made by the Division after 
investigating the reason an employee is separated from work.  The Division of 
Employment Security issued a total of 287,645 non-monetary determinations in 
calendar year 2004.  Of these, there were 1,312 drug related determinations.  Of those 
drug related determinations, 384 were non-disqualifying.   
 
Estimated benefits paid for these claimants would be: 
 
384 Determinations X $205.05 AWBA X 15.5 weeks (average duration) =  $1,220,457  
 
 
Law changes were passed in 2004 regarding drug related determinations.  The new law, 
Section 288.045, RSMo became effective January 1, 2005.  This new section to the 
Employment Security Law was created to address discharges due to failing a drug 
and/or alcohol test.  The law states that, if the employee is at work with a detectable 
amount of alcohol or controlled substance (drugs) in his/her system and the employer 
has a drug free workplace policy, the employee is in violation of the policy and has 
committed an act of misconduct.  The employer must test the employee in order to 
prove the employee has committed misconduct.  The test must be conducted by a 
laboratory certified by the United States Department of Transportation and all 
specimen collection and testing for drugs and alcohol must be performed in accordance 
with United States Department of Transportation procedures.  Several drug related 
determinations issued under this new law are being considered by the Labor and 
Industrial Relations Commission at this time.   
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OVERVIEW OF COMPARISON OF STATE  
MISCONDUCT PENALTIES 

 
 
A review of each state’s Unemployment Insurance program was conducted to identify 
the penalty applied by each to an individual who is found to be discharged for 
misconduct connected with the work.  The attached chart reflects each state with its 
respective penalty.   
 
The chart does not include penalties for aggravated or gross misconduct and penalties 
imposed by some states for specific separation reasons.   
 
Most states require the individual to have subsequent employment from the date of the 
disqualifying separation with earnings in a specified amount in order to terminate the 
disqualification.  The length of employment and the amount of the earnings required to 
satisfy the penalty vary substantially between states.  Some states require the individual 
to serve weeks of disqualification.  The disqualification period normally begins with the 
week of the occurrence (discharge) or the week of the claim filing.  Similarly, some 
states provide for weeks of disqualification or subsequent wages earned, whichever 
comes first.  In a few cases, they may require both.   
 
There are states that allow for reduction of the claimant’s maximum benefit amount.  
The amount of the reduction varies from a percentage to an amount equal to the weekly 
benefit amount multiplied by the number of weeks of disqualification. 
 
In Missouri a claimant who is disqualified for committing misconduct must return to 
work and earn six times his/her weekly benefit amount in subsequent insured wages.   
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COMPARISON OF MISCONDUCT PENALTIES BY STATE 
(Gross misconduct not included) 

2005 

 
 

                                                          Disqualified until the             Disqualified until         Disqualified until weeks        Balance of available benefit amount  
                                                      assessed number of weeks       wages in a specified         of disqualification are         reduced or employer wages cancelled 
                                                          of disqualification are           amount are earned        served or has wages in a               
                                                                     served                                                               specified amount earned,                                      
                                                                                                                                                whichever comes first.                                          
Alabama 
 

Week of occurrence + 
3-7 weeks   Number of weeks disqualified x WBA 

Alaska 
 

  Week of occurrence + 5 
weeks or earn 8 x WBA 

3 x WBA 

Arizona 
 

 Earn 5 x WBA   

Arkansas 
 

Week of occurrence + 7 
weeks 

   

California 
 

 Earn 5 x WBA   

Colorado 
 

Week of Filing + 10 
weeks 

  Number of weeks disqualified x WBA 

Connecticut 
 

 Earn 10 x WBA   

Delaware 
 

 Work in 4 weeks + 
earn 4 x WBA 

  

District of Columbia 
 

Week of filing + 7 
weeks 

  8 x WBA 

Florida 
 

Week of occurrence  + 
up to 52 weeks + 

Earn 17 x WBA   

Georgia 
 

 Earn 10 x WBA  Number of weeks disqualified x WBA 

Hawaii 
 

 Earn 5 x WBA   

Idaho 
 

 Earn 12 x WBA   

Illinois 
 

 Earn WBA or more 
in each of 4 weeks 

  

Indiana 
 

 Earn WBA or more 
in each of 8 weeks 

 25% (only one reduction per benefit 
year) 

Iowa 
 

 Earn 10 x WBA   

Kansas 
 

 Earn 3 x WBA   

Kentucky 
 

 Work 10 weeks + 
earn 10 x WBA 

  

Louisiana 
 

 
 

Earn 10 x WBA   

Maine 
 

 Earn 4 x WBA   

Maryland 
 

Week of Occurrence + 
5-10 weeks 

   

Massachusetts  Earn WBA or more 
in each of 8 weeks 
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                                                          Disqualified until the             Disqualified until         Disqualified until weeks          Balance of available benefit amount 
                                                      assessed number of weeks       wages in a specified         of disqualification are           reduced or employer wages cancelled 
                                                          of disqualification are           amount are earned           served or wages in a               
                                                                    are served                                                       specified amount are earned,                                      
                                                                                                                                                whichever comes first.                                          

Michigan 
 

 Earn 17 x WBA   

Minnesota 
 

  Earn 8 x WBA   

Mississippi 
 

 Earn 8 x WBA   

Missouri 
 

 Earn 6 x WBA   

Montana 
 

 Earn 8 x WBA   

Nebraska Week of occurrence + 
7-10 weeks of 

disqualification 

  Number of weeks disqualified x WBA  

Nevada 
 

 Earn wages equal to  
WBA in each of 15 

weeks 

  

New Hampshire 
 

 Earn 120% of WBA 
in each of 5 weeks. 

  

New Jersey 
 

Week of occurrence + 5 
weeks 

   

New Mexico 
 

 Earn 5 x WBA   

New York 
 

 Earn 5 x WBA and 3 
days of work in each 

of 5 weeks 

  

North Carolina  Earn 10 x WBA in 5 
or more weeks 

  

North Dakota 
 

 Earn 10 x WBA   

Ohio 
 

 Work 6 weeks + earn 
wages equal to 

27.5% state average 
weekly wage 

  

Oklahoma 
 

  Earn 10 x WBA   

Oregon 
 

 Earn 4 x WBA   8 x WBA 

Pennsylvania 
 

 Earn 6 x WBA   

Puerto Rico  Work 4 weeks + earn 
10 x WBA 

  

Rhode Island  Earn 8 x 20% of 
minimum hourly 
wage in each of 8 

weeks  

  

South Carolina Week of filing + 5-26 
weeks of 

disqualification 

  Number of weeks disqualified x WBA  

South Dakota  Earn WBA in each of 
6 weeks 

  

Tennessee 
 

 Earn 10 x WBA   

Texas  Earn 6 x WBA or 
work in 6 weeks 
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                                                          Disqualified until the             Disqualified until         Disqualified until weeks        Balance of available benefit amount  
                                                      assessed number of weeks       wages in a specified         of disqualification are         reduced or employer wages cancelled 
                                                          of disqualification are           amount are earned           served or wages in a               
                                                                     served                                                           specified amount are earned,          
                                                                                                                                                whichever comes first.                                          
 
Utah 
 

 
 

Earn 6 x WBA   

Vermont 
 

Week of filing + 6-12 
weeks 

 

   

Virginia  
 

 
 

Work 30 days (240 
hours) 

  

Virgin Islands 
 

 
 

Work 4 weeks + earn 
4 x WBA 

  

Washington 
 

 
 

Work 10 weeks + 
earn 10 x WBA 

  

West Virginia 
 

 
 

 Week of occurrence + 6  Number of  weeks disqualified x WBA 
(if the disqualification is satisfied by 

earnings for at least 30 days within BY 
then the balance is restored to the 

claim) 
Wisconsin 
 

 
 

Earn 14 x WBA and 
week of occurrence + 

7 weeks of 
disqualification 

 Employer’s wages removed from 
monetary determination 

Wyoming 
 

 
 

Earn 12 x WBA   

* 
 

                                                 
* WBA = Weekly Benefit Amount 



Section XV 

 
 
 
 
 

What are Reed Act funds and 
how can they be used? 
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REED ACT FUNDS 

 
The Employment Security Administrative Funding Act of 1954 provided that when the 
Federal Unemployment Account (FUA), Extended Unemployment Compensation 
Account (EUCA) and Employment Security Administration Account (ESAA) are at 
their statutory limits, and FUA has not been advanced any money from general 
revenues, that the annual excess be allocated to the States in proportion to covered 
payrolls.  This distribution is referred to as Reed Act money.  In March 2002, Missouri 
received a Reed Act distribution of approximately $161 million.   
 
Reed Act funds represent a flexible funding source, which states can use for a variety of 
special outlays.  A state can use Reed Act funds:  (1) to pay unemployment 
compensation, or (2) subject to state legislative appropriation, for administrative 
expenses.   Reed Act funds are deposited in the individual state’s trust fund account 
with the US Treasury.   



Section XVI 

 
 
 
 
 
 

What financing options are 
available while the trust fund 

is insolvent? 
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FINANCING OPTIONS 
 

 
When the unemployment compensation fund does not have sufficient funds to pay 
benefits, two options exist under Missouri law: 1) borrow funds from the United States 
Treasury (Title XII advances) pursuant to 42 USC 1321; or 2) sell or issue credit 
instruments pursuant to §288.330, RSMo.  
 
The Governor or his designee may request authorization to borrow funds from the 
United States Treasury.  These funds are considered repayable advances and accrue 
interest charges except in certain circumstances.  The interest rate for these advances is 
set annually as the 4th quarter Unemployment Compensation Fund quarterly yield rate. 
 
The authority to sell or issue credit instruments, pursuant to §288.330, RSMo, resides 
with the Board of Unemployment Fund Financing.  This five member board, composed 
of the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Attorney General, Director of the Department 
of Labor & Industrial Relations and the Commissioner of the Office of Administration 
has all powers necessary to effectuate a method of providing funds for the payment of 
unemployment benefits or maintaining adequate fund balances in the unemployment 
compensation fund. 
 
The board has the authority to sell up to four-hundred fifty million dollars in credit 
instruments with a maximum maturity date of three years, provided that no credit 
instrument may be outstanding after January 15, 2008. 
 



Section XVII 

 
 
 
 
 

What are FUTA credits and 
what impact does outstanding 

Title XII advances have  
on them? 
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FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT TAX ACT (FUTA) CREDITS 
 
The FUTA tax rate pursuant to 26 USC 3301 is 6.2 percent.  Provided that a state’s 
unemployment compensation system is certified by the United State Secretary of Labor 
pursuant to 26 USC 3303, an employer is eligible to receive a 5.4 percent credit against 
their federal tax resulting in a tax rate of .8%.  However, if a state has an outstanding 
Title XII advance balance for two consecutive years on January 1st, the balance has not 
been completely repaid by November 10th, and the state has not been granted avoidance 
by the United States Department of Labor, the State’s employers shall be subject to a 
FUTA credit reduction to repay the outstanding loan.  During the first year of a credit 
reduction, the reduction shall equal .3%.  The amount of the credit reduction increases 
annually by a minimum of .3% unless an additional credit reduction is imposed or a 
cap is granted. 
 
In order for a state to be granted avoidance three criteria enumerated in 20 CFR 606.23 
must be met.  First, the state must make a partial payment in the amount of the 
advances made under Title XII of the Social Security Act during the one-year period 
ending November 9th of the applicable tax year and a payment equal to the amount of 
tax credits that would be lost if the avoidance application were not approved.  Second, 
the state’s unemployment compensation fund must have sufficient funds to pay benefits 
for the three-month period following November 1st of the applicable tax year without 
receiving any advance under the Title XII of the Social Security Act.  Finally, there 
must be a net increase in solvency of the state’s unemployment compensation fund for 
the applicable tax year equal to or in excess of the FUTA credit reduction.  The net 
solvency must be attributable to legislative changes made after the date of the first 
advance.   
 
On June 29, 2005 Governor Blunt submitted to the United States Secretary of Labor an 
application for avoidance of FUTA credit reduction.  
 
During the second and subsequent years of credit reduction an additional credit 
reduction may be imposed.  This imposition is based upon a statutory formula provided 
for in 26 USC 3302(c)(2)(B).   
 



Section XVIII 

 
 
 
 
 
 

What is the Missouri State 
Unemployment Council? 
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MISSOURI STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COUNCIL 
 

The Missouri State Unemployment Council was formed pursuant to §288.475, RSMo. 
The Council is charged with advising the Division of Employment Security in carrying 
out the purposes of Unemployment Insurance Law. 
 
The Council is comprised of eleven members.  Nine are voting members, and two are 
nonvoting.  Membership appointments are made by the Governor, Speaker of the 
House and President Pro-Tem of the Senate.  The membership is chosen to represent 
the interest of employers, employees and the public.  
 
The Council presents proposals to the Division recommending changes involving 
Chapter 288.   Final recommendations from the Council are submitted to the Governor 
and General Assembly before January 15th of each year. 
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MISSOURI STATE UNEMPLOYMENT COUNCIL MEMBERS 
 
 

 

Governor Appointed 
December 2004 

 

 

Senate Appointed 
June 2005 

 

House Appointed 
March 2005 

 
Robert Poelker 
Employer Member 
Term ends:  12/29/05 

 

 
Janet Poppen 
Public Interest Member 
Term ends:  12/29/05 

 

 
Stephen Carter 
Employee Member 
Term ends:  12/29/05 

 
Herb Johnson 
Employee Member 
Term ends:  12/29/06 
 

 
Chuck Yarbrough 
Employer Member 
Term ends:  12/29/06 

 

 
Patti Penny 
Public Interest Member 
Term ends:  12/29/06 

 
Doug Kaylor 
Public Interest Member 
Term ends:  12/29/07 

 

 
Gary Elliott 
Employee Member 
Term ends:  12/29/07 

 

 
Ray Daub 
Employer Member 
Term ends:  12/29/07 

  
Senator John Loudon 
Non-Voting Member 
 

 
Representative Neal St. Onge
Non-Voting Member 
 

 
Voting Member Term: 3 years (no more than 2 terms excluding initial for a 

maximum of 8 years) 
 
 Initial Term 1 year for: Governor Employer Rep; House Employee Rep;  

Senate Public Interest Rep 
 Initial Term 2 year for: Governor Employee Rep; House Public Interest Rep;  

Senate Employer Rep 
 
    Non-Voting Member Term: Maximum 4 years  

(or until no longer member of general assembly) 
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Missouri Department of Labor and Industrial Relations 
Division of Employment Security 

421 East Dunklin Street 
Jefferson City, MO  65101 

 




